The analysis of length of stay and its determinants remains important in tourism due to 
INTRODUCTION
The duration of vacation is of paramount importance for tourism destinations and hospitality businesses due to its significant implications for tourism planning and management (Alegre & Pou, 2006; Barros & Machado, 2010; Grigolonet, Borgers, Kemperman, & Timmermans, 2014; Martínez-Garcia & Raya, 2008) . First of all, length of stay is a key variable of tourism demand. The temporal decision of the duration of stay ultimately represents the "quantity of holiday" bought by the tourist (Mak & Moncur, 1979) and, hence, the income generated for tourism destinations (Agarwal & Yochum, 1999; Allegre & Pou, 2006; Cannon & Ford, 2002) . Indeed, previous studies emphasize the point that the income received at a destination depends mainly on the number of tourists and the number of days they spend there (Alegre & Pou, 2006; Barros & Machado, 2010; Barros, Butler, & Correa, 2010) . Consequently, length of stay is considered an operational variable to partition tourists when implementing segmentation strategies (Pullman & Rodgers, 2010) and is critical to assess the revenue value of a tourist (Wang, 2012) . Therefore, an extensive knowledge of the determinants of length of stay allows tourism destinations to define their strategies in order to increase aggregate earnings by attracting a greater number of tourists with a high level of per-day expenditures or promoting longer stays.
Furthermore, length of stay has a direct impact on tourists' activities and behavior. The social interactions among tourists and between tourists and local residents are contingent upon the time spent in the destination. Previous studies suggest the links between length of stay and intensity of tourist-host interactions as well as degree of participation in tourism activities (Aissa and Goaied, 2014; Lau & McKercher, 2004; Lew & McKercher, 2004) , which lead to satisfaction, positive attitude, and favorable image of the destinations (e.g., Fakeye & Crompton, 1991) . Previous studies also show that length of stay is highly associated with the range of activities taken while on vacation and spatial movement patterns in the destinations (Barros & Machado, 2010; Lew & McKercher, 2004) . For example, tourists with shorter stays typically stay centrally and visit only the major attractions, while those who stay longer tend to enjoy a greater range of activities and attractions and explore more peripheral regions (Barros & Machado, 2010) . That is to say, as length of stay implies various economic, social, and environmental impacts, it presents a critical policy implication for tourism destinations. Consequently, understanding the factors that contribute to tourists' decisions on length of stay will inform policy makers in the estimation, planning, and management of tourism impacts.
Previous studies suggest various factors that result in differences in the duration of stay, which include tourists' profile (e.g., age, occupation, nationality, income, etc.), destination characteristics (e.g., beach vs. heritage destinations), as well as trip characteristics (e.g., purposes of trips, tour packages, transportation modes). Similarly, different motives for travel were found to result in different length of stay (Correia, Silva & Moço, 2008) . Among the different variables that have been proven to have an influence on length of stay, distance (e.g., Bell & Leeworthy, 1990; Silberman, 1985) and first-time vs. repeat visitation (e.g., Lau & McKercher, 2004; Opperman, 1997) are considered essential, but result in contrasting effects. Indeed, the literature shows little consensus about the effects of these two variables on length of stay, with various research findings indicating both positive and negative effects. Changes in travel behavior (e.g. multiple shorter vacations per year), changes in the market place (e.g. low cost airlines in Europe or the Internet) and negative effects of the great recession (e.g. higher unemployment rates) result in a progressive decline in overall length of stay in recent years. As such, it is important to shed some light on these conflicting effects in order to better understand the factors of length of stay that contribute to the competitive strategies for tourism destinations. Accordingly, in the literature review we have considered the not-always-unambiguous effect of distance and the variety-seeking and inertial behaviors of repeat visitation to justify the objective of this article and to show the relevance of the examination of distance and first-time visits and their effects on length of stay. To that end, this study investigates the length of stay of visitors to a drive tourism destination on the Atlantic Coast of the United States. This will provide a comparison to the most recent studies investigating the causal relationships between determinants and length of stay in European summer destinations that differ to the United States in terms of travel behavior, availability of true budget airlines, and different types of accommodation.
DETERMINANTS OF LENGTH OF STAY

Distance
Distance is an attribute that all tourists have to overcome (or enjoy) to get satisfaction from tourism destinations. The distance between tourists' origin and a destination is especially important due to the marked spatial dimension inherent in tourism (i.e., tourism requires movement from one place to another). Certainly, the spatial configuration of tourism consumption makes distance a key attribute of tourism demand (Adamowicz, Louviere, & Williams, 1994; Barros, Butler, & Correa, 2008; Borgers, Van der Hejden, & Timmermans, 1989; Fesenmaier, 1988; Moutinho & Trimble, 1991; Perdue, 1986; Schroeder & Louviere, 1999; Stopher & Ergün, 1979; Wennergren & Nielsen, 1968) . The traditional research perspective holds that distance (i.e., a tourist's geographical position relative to a destination) is a restriction or dissuasive variable of destination choice, as the displacement of a tourist entails physical, temporal, and financial effort (Taylor & Knudson, 1976) . In other words, distance is considered a factor that reduces utility. Following this approach, Silberman (1985) suggests that, at the example of Virginia Beach as a drive tourism destination (compared to Aspen as a flight destination), as distance between origins and destinations increases, length of stay will increase. This is due to the fact that travel costs are fixed and independent of the number of days spent at the destination, which implies that longer stays allow tourists to spread these fixed costs over a longer period. Specifically, tourists will be prepared to make a long journey if they stay at the destination for at least the minimum number of days, which will compensate for the effort made in the journey. Therefore, greater distances should lead to longer stays. Indeed, Paul and Rimmawi (1992) as well as Blaine, Mohammad, and Var (1993) confirm the significant positive relationship between distance and duration of stay (i.e., the greater the distance, the longer the duration of stay).
However, the argument that distance always exerts a negative effect on tourism demand could not be universally valid. While longer distances represent a deterrent factor to a group of tourists, traveling to faraway destinations can be an attraction factor for another (or at least not as strong a deterrent). For example, a tourist could be willing to visit an exotic destination even though it implies traveling overseas. To this end, Baxter (1980) shows that, as a component of the tourism product, the journey itself can give satisfaction in its own right. On occasions, especially in cases of (self-) drive tourism (Prideaux & Carson, 2003; Prideaux, Wei, & Ruys, 2001) or train rides (Larsen, 2011) , longer distances are preferred. That is, an individual may choose a long-distance car or train journey over a quicker journey by air to the same faraway destination, because of the opportunity to see and stop at several places on the way to the destination and enjoy the moving touristic landscape (Larsen, 2011; Zillinger, 2007) . Increased distance travelled can also be a requirement for increased satisfaction; for example, bird watching requires travel to further destinations to find new species (Mark, 1981) . As such, Wolfe (1970; 1972) indicates that distance does not always act as a dissuasive factor, as the friction derived from it disappears after passing a certain threshold and it becomes a favorable attribute of the utility of a destination. Beaman (1974; 1976) explains this behavior through a marginal analysis of distance, by observing the reaction of individuals to each unit of distance and concluding that each additional unit traveled offers less resistance than the previous. Accordingly, distance could have a neutral effect on the length of stay as some individuals could be willing to travel a long distance to visit a destination independently of the their length of stay if they enjoy the trip itself.
Therefore, the following hypothesis is suggested:
H.1. Distance has an effect on length of stay.
First-Time vs. Repeat Visitors
Travelers' desire to discover new places plays an important role for tourism destination development. Studies found that novelty seeking behavior has a positive effect on intention to travel to explore new places and events (Jang, Bai, Hu & Wu, 2009; Rittichainuwat, Qu & Leong, 2003) . In his seminal work, Rugg (1973) assumes that a stay in a destination over a period of time allows for the consumption or enjoyment of the attributes of the destination (p.65) and that the tourist obtains utility from this.
Consequently, we can expect that people who choose a destination for a specific attribute might have a greater propensity to stay longer if they receive this attribute in return. Essentially, some tourists might prefer to stay longer because they are more likely to uncover more aspects of a destination. Xie, Kerstetter, and Mattila (2012) indicate that first-time visitors tend to have a higher level desire to explore new destinations than repeat visitors. Certainly, elements such as the "Ulysses Factor" proposed by Anderson (1970) can influence the tourists' length of stay. That is, if tourists are seeking for new destinations, they might be willing to stay longer to explore these destinations in greater details. Consequently, we state that:
H.2. First-time visits have a positive effect on length of stay.
Interestingly, the relationship between first-time (or repeat) visitors with their length of stay is not without ambiguities. While Thrane (2012) shows that first-time visitors are associated with longer stays, Lehto et al. (2004) , Alegre and Pou (2006) , Menezes, Moniz, and Vieira (2008) , Barros and Machado (2010) , Alegre, Mateo, and Pou (2011) , and Wang, Little, and DelHomme-Little (2012) find that repeat visitors stay for longer periods. Even though they do not provide a clear-cut justification, familiarity with the destination seems to be the cause that leads to longer stays. Indeed, several studies suggest that while first-time visitors are motivated to explore (i.e., driven by curiosity), repeat visitors are more motivated to consume and participate in social activities (e.g., shop, dine, spend time with families), which indicate familiarity and lead to a longer stay (Lau & McKercher, 2004; Lew & McKercher, 2004) . Other explanations for the contrasting effects of first-time vs. repeat visits on length of stay are associated with the tourists' profiles. For example, Oppermann (1997) finds that the positive and negative relationships between repeat visitation and length of stay depend on the origin of the tourist (i.e., nationality). Additionally, as indicated by Tse and Crotts (2005) , curiosity varies between individuals. Hence, it is important to note that people's predisposition to explore unknown environments and, consequently, the time period immersed in them, depends on how secure they feel to enjoy a new destination.
Furthermore, tourists' variety-seeking and inertial behaviors also play a role in explaining the effects of repeat visitation on length of stay (Chintagunta, 1998) .
Variety-seeking behavior implies that the probability of visiting a destination for vacation diminishes when it was visited previously. This is due to the probability reduction through satiation with the destination attributes. As tourists obtain utility from visiting a destination, specifically from the destination attributes (Rugg, 1973) , when they reach a certain level of consumption, they become satiated with the destination and attempt to choose an alternative destination on the next vacation. For variety-seeking tourists, the motivation to discover new places might lead them to exploit the first visit at a maximum level, which means staying longer at the destination, and then visit a different destination on the next vacation. On the other hand, inertial behavior means that the visit to a destination increases the probability of choosing the same destination on the next vacation. That is, the more tourists visit a destination, the more they develop liking or positive attitudes towards the destination, and the more likely they are to repeat the visit. For example, the relaxation obtained by individuals from the climate and tranquility of a destination can lead them to revisit the same destination (Alegre & Juaneda, 2006) . Therefore, the following hypothesis is stated:
H.3. Repeat visits have a positive effect on length of stay.
Control variable: accommodation types
A major cost component, which usually accounts for one of the largest shares of the tourists' budget, is accommodation. Even though longer stays allow tourists to spread the fixed costs of the journey over a longer period, they still need to consider the perday costs incurred at the destination. Gokovali, Bahar and Kozak (2007) found that length of stay of summer visitors to Turkey decreased as the spending per day increased. Taking the accommodation costs into account, it can be suggested that the longer the stay, the larger the total trip cost. In addition to the cost of accommodation, type of accommodation itself can have an effect on the length of stay. Past studies identified the effect of accommodation costs on temporal choice (Alegre & Pou, 2006; Ferrer-Rosell, Martínez-Garcia, & Coenders, 2014; Martínez-Garcia & Raya, 2008; Salmasi, Celidoni, & Precidano, 2012; Silberman, 1985) .
Specifically, these studies suggest that, on the account of the total costs involved during the stay, hotel accommodation, due to its higher cost, is associated with shorter stays compared to other types of accommodation. With this in mind, the types of accommodation with lower costs per person per night, both commercial (e.g., rented apartments) and private (e.g., friend/family's houses), implies longer stays, while more expensive accommodation types such as hotels are linked to shorter stays. Indeed, Gokovali, Bahar and Kozak (2007) , in their study of summer visitors to Turkey, found that visitors staying on yachts have shorter stays than those in apartments to maximize their consumer utility (i.e. length of stay). Therefore, the type of accommodation can have an effect on length of stay.
RESEARCH DESIGN
Method
The impacts of distance and first-time visitation on length of stay were examined with the estimation of count models. The most well-known approximation of length of stay is derived from the Poisson distribution P(), where  is the average of the random variable, which, in this case, is the number of days spent in a destination in a certain period of time. However, this model is based on the assumption of average-variance equality, which is too restrictive to represent the behavior of individuals as it cannot consider the heterogeneity of these individuals and creates what is known as the "problem of over-dispersion" (Gurmu & Trivedi, 1996) . As an alternative, Nicolau and distribution (Cameron & Trivedi, 1998) (Gurmu & Trivedi, 1996) . This approximation overcomes the bias problems of the regression analysis arising from the discrete character of the dependent variable (Hellerstein & Mendelsohn, 1993) ; in fact, regression analysis assumes the use of a normally-distributed dependent variable, and length of stay does not follow a normal distribution. It also overcomes the inefficiency problems of the Multinomial Logit Model (Cameron & Trivedi, 1998) when analyzing the number of days a tourist spends outside the usual place of residence. The Multinomial Logit Model has serious disadvantages as a consequence of the consideration of a high number of alternatives (0, 1, 2, 3, ... days), which impedes the attainment of efficient estimations.
In fact, Cameron and Trivedi (1998) According to this justification, in line with Nicolau and Mas (2006) and Alegre et al. (2011) , this article uses a count data model. In particular, the adaptation of the Negative Binomial model to the situation in this study requires an additional modification, given that a zero value of the dependent variable has a qualitative meaning, which is different from that of other values. Any value above zero indicates the number of days a tourist has decided to stay at the destination, bearing in mind that the decision to go has already been made. On the other hand, a value of zero represents the qualitative decision not to go. In these types of situation, it makes sense to concentrate on those observations whose dependent variable is distinct from zero, therefore truncating the distribution of the variable (Greene, 2008) . Because of all this, this study applies the model based on the Negative Binomial distribution to the sample truncated at zero. Taking these into account and following Cameron and Trivedi (1998) , the expression that represents the probability of individual t choosing a number yt of days more than zero, takes the following form:
1 Beyond these models, the literature shows different alternative approaches to the analysis of length of stay: survival models have been employed by Raya (2008), Raya, (2012) and Raya and Martínez-Garcia (2011) , mixture models by Alegre et al. (2011) , quantile regression by , and the ordered logit model by Ferrer-Rosell et al. (2014) . where k is the parameter which indicates the effect of xtk on P(yt|yt>0).
The estimation of (k) is carried out by maximum likelihood, whose function is
Variables
In order to make the proposed Truncated Negative Binomial model operative, the following variables are defined:
1. Dependent Variable: Length of stay. To represent the temporal demand, we obtain information on the length of stay with a quantitative variable of the number of days that a visitor spends outside the usual place of residence, in line with Mak and Moncur (1979) and Silberman (1985) .
Independent Variables: a)
Distance between origin and destination. In accordance with the literature of choice in tourism, we use the physical separation in thousands of miles between the place of origin and the chosen destination (Wennergren & Nielsen, 1968; Fesenmaier, 1988) . This information on distances between origins and destinations is calculated as the distance between US Postal Zip Codes. b) Firsttime vs. repeat visitor. We use categorical variables to collect information on the people's visitation pattern over the last three years, from where we identify the first visit ever to the destination, in line with Alegre and Pou (2006) . c) Accommodation type. The type of accommodation selected by the tourist is classified by the literature through different categorical variables (Alegre & Pou, 2006) . In particular, our study considers the following four variables: "Bed and Breakfast", "Hotel", "Rented Apartment", "Motel", "Family or Friends' House" and "Campsite". "Bed and Breakfast" is used as the reference category.
Data Collection
Data for this study were collected from visitors to a drive tourism destination on the Atlantic Coast of the United States. It is a major destination located within approximately two hours' driving distance of about 34 million people living in the metropolitan areas of the North East corridor and is popular for natural attractions, sandy beaches, and unique architecture. As part of a two-year effort to better understand destination visitors, paper-based surveys were distributed at three locations: accommodation businesses (e.g., hotels, bed and breakfasts), shops in the tourist areas, and at festivals. This threefold approach ensured to avoid a convenience sample by capturing most destination visitors and allowed collecting data that was of general interest to destination decision makers. A total of 1,484 surveys were collected from Spring 2010 to Spring 2012. This study only includes data from those who indicated that they were visitors to the destination. As a result 908 observations with complete information on the items of interest remained, reflecting a response rate of 61.2%. All of them are US tourists that stay at least one night at the destination.
Travel party members are typically older with about 50% of them is 51 to 64 years of age, one third is 65 years and older, another third is between the ages of 36 and 50, and about one quarter is children and teenagers up to 14 years of age. Most travel parties consisted of two members (58.5%). About one third of travel parties stayed at motels while 28.5% stayed in hotels and about one quarter in bed and breakfasts. In terms of activities, fine dining was the most popular activity followed by going to the beach and shopping. About half of the respondents indicated that they came for history and culture. A small number of respondents indicated that their travel party did not spent any money (3.1%) during their stay, while about the same number of respondents spent more than $5,000. Nearly half of the travel parties spent $251 to 1,000 with about another third spending $1,001 to 5,000. About 80% of respondents were repeat visitors.
The majority of respondents indicated that they visited the destination more than three times in the past three years; hence they travel to the destination more than once a year (39.8%). About 20% visited the destination for the first time. The mean distance travelled is 135 miles. Table 2 presents the results of the effects of distance and first-time visitation on length of stay. Distance and first-time visitation show global significant results (p<0.1%) through the likelihood ratio. However, more relevant for this study is the fact that the parameter  is significant at a level of 0.1%. The main implication of this is the invalidation of the basic assumption of mean-variance equality of the Poisson models, which favors the use of the Negative Binomial model (Cameron & Trivedi, 1998) . In other words, it shows the existence of heterogeneity of tourist preferences, which implies the use of a model that allows for its inclusion in order to avoid possible biases in the estimations (Gurmu & Trivedi, 1996) 2 .
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RESULTS
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The result shows that distance has a positive and significant parameter (which is significant at 1%), indicating that as distance increases, length of stay increases too; thus, accepting hypothesis 1 that distance has an effect on length of stay. As the displacement of a tourist entails physical, temporal and financial effort, this effect implies that tourists will visit a long-distance destination if they stay there for a minimum number of days, which compensates for the effort made in the journey and allows them to spread the fixed costs associated with the long journey over a period that is long enough.
First-time visitation has a significant positive effect on length of stay (which is significant at 0.1%), indicating that it causes an increment in length of stay. This result confirms the results obtained by Thrane (2012) and explains the variety-seeking behavior among tourists. That is, tourists who are constantly seeking for new experiences might be willing to stay longer to explore a new destination, confirming hypothesis 2 that first-time visits have a positive effect on length of stay.
Relative to the reference category "bed and breakfast", the accommodation types "hotel", "camping", "rented apartment" and "motel" are found to exert greater significant effects on length of stay. However, staying at friends and relatives' homes does not seem to have a different effect from "bed and breakfast". According to the Wald test, "camping" and "rented apartment" have a similar (not significantly different) impact on length of stay (1=0.004; p=0.9469), which is significantly greater than those of "hotel" (1=6.0613; p=0.0138) and "motel" (1=8.3968; p=0.003). As stated, "bed and breakfast" and "friends and relatives" have the lowest effect on duration of stay.
CONCLUSION
Due to its important managerial implications for tourism, the determinants of length of stay have been largely studied during the last years. However, some dimensions still present ambiguous and contrasting results. Specifically, this study analyzes the effects of distance and first-time visitation on duration of stay at tourism destinations. Through
Truncated Negative Binomial models, significant positive effects of distance and firsttime visitation on length of stay were identified (supporting Hypotheses 1 and 2), which confirms the results of previous literature (Anderson, 1970; Blaine, Mohammad, & Var, 1993; Paul & Rimmawi, 1992; Silberman, 1985; Thrane, 2012) . That is, tourists who travel further distances from their places of origin are more inclined to stay longer at the destinations, so as tourists who visit the destinations for the first time. On the account of lack of consensus, these positive effects contradict other outcomes in the literature (Lehto et al., 2004; Alegre & Pou, 2006; Menezes, Moniz, & Vieira, 2008; Barros and Machado, 2010) .
This study offers an important theoretical implication: the invalidation of the basic assumption of mean-variance equality of the Poisson models favors the use of the Negative Binomial model as it allows modeling the existing heterogeneity of tourist preferences. Also, as this study provides empirical supports for the positive significant effects of distance and first-time visitation, important managerial and marketing implications can be suggested for tourism destinations and firms. The promotion of destinations should be developed with a special attention paid to target faraway markets of origin, due to the marked propensity for these tourists to spend longer periods at the destination. Likewise, market segments that are inclined to explore new destinations rather than revisiting past ones are generally attractive for tourism destinations, as they tend to stay longer. However, irrespective of the promoter, be it the destination itself or the tourism firms at the destination, it is important to consider the type of accommodation that prevails at the destination or the one that its tourists tend to use. It is important to remember that distinct types of accommodation lead to significantly different effects on length of stay. would be relevant to determine the best method among the existing alternatives (survival models, mixture models, quantile regression, ordered logit models, etc.).
Certainly, it should be in the research agenda of the analysis of length of stay. From an empirical standpoint, this article assumes a single decision and its causal relationships thereof. As different trip characteristics are sometimes decided on simultaneously and the order in which tourists decide length of stay, destination, accommodation, etc. is generally unknown, it would be crucial to identify, first, whether tourists follow a sequential decision process in which one or more decisions are made in each stage of the process, and second, to detect which decisions are made in each phase. While theorizing about it is possible, it is not always feasible and most studies leave the issue of sequencing decisions to an empirical question. View publication stats View publication stats
